INTRODUCTION
l!T he Foreign Corrupt Practices Act (F CPA) of 1977 continues to remain the cornerstone for anti bribery legislation worldwide. The Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (O ECD) Anti-bribery Convention, inspired by the US FCP A, has attempted to address corruption and bribery on a global basis mandating uniform legislative implementation from its member countries. While the OECD itself monitors the implementation and performance amongst its members, several independent agencies have also attempted to measure corruption and bribery on a per-country basis. A study of these rankings is not only useful for comparative evaluation amongst members and non-members but it also provides valuable insight regarding anti-corruption measures within each country.
Globally, in an attempt to standardize financial reporting, several countries have now mandated the adoption of International Financial Reporting Standards for public companies. Even within the US, under the Norwalk Agreement (http://www .fasb.org/news/memorandum.pdf) discussions between Financial Accounting Standards Board and International Accounting Standards Board have called for a convergence between the US Generally Accepted Accounting Practices and IFRS. These efforts will help standardize not only financial reporting but will also help address issues regarding bribery. However, while most auditing textbooks provide a brief overview of the provisions of the US FCP A as it pertains to auditor responsibilities, few provide a comprehensive analysis of the anti-bribery provisions itself or an understanding of anti-corruption legislation and its enforcement globally.
Similarly, since the adoption of the OECD Convention, there have been publications that have focused on the impact of the OECD convention on member countries, auditors and on international business (Apke, 2001 ).
Some publications have discussed the evolution of the OECD, the OECD Convention and the two quantitative rankings by Transparency International (TI). Further, they have analyzed the impact of the OECD Convention provisions, notably the accounting requirements as detailed in Article 8. This includes standard setting for disclosures and maintenance of books and records as well as an auditor's assessment of a company's inherent risk and control environment, both of which are greatly influenced by a country's anti-corruption ratings (Pacini et aI, 2002 ). This article is especially relevant in light of the Statement of Accounting Standards (SAS) No. 99 issued in 2002 by the Accounting Standards Board. While SAS 99 superseded SAS 82, the statement provided directives for identification and assessment of fraud including exercise of professional skepticism, obtaining information, identifying risks related to material misstatements, assessing the identified risks, responding and evaluating audit evidence and finally communicating and documenting such [mdings.
Also, some articles have provided a regional overview of corruption and weaknesses in implementation (Bennet, 2008) while some have detailed the progress of the FCPA within the US (Santangelo et aI, 2007) .
However, we have yet to come across a publication comparing the various anti-corruption rankings for OECD member and non-member countries.
The first section of the paper provides an overview of the US FCP A which was passed in1977 and the subsequent adoption of similar laws by member countries under the auspices of the OECD. Five publicly available international corruption indices, as well as the identification of corruption indices available that can be purchased, are examined in section two of the paper followed by a comparison of the performance of OECD member and non member countries against those of non-affiliated countries. Section three of the paper examines Phase II of the OECD which focuses on the progress made within member countries since the introduction of such legislation and specifically the factors that require attention. The final section provides concluding comments.
LEGISLATIVE HISTORY Foreign Corrupt Practices Act
With globalization and an increasing number of domestic companies establishing trading partners and business ventures overseas, the requirement for a transparent and ethical global business environment had become essential. In a study conducted by the Securities and Exchange Commission in the mid-1970's, nearly 400 companies including 117 of the Fortune 500 companies then admitted to using corporate funds to pay out foreign government officials, politicians, and political parties in order to secure favorable action. In absolute dollar amounts this amounted to nearly $300 million (Gerlach, Paul V. -Testimony on September 10, 1998: The International Anti Bribery and Fair Competition Act of 1988 http://www .sec.gov/news/testimony/testarchive/1998/tstyI198.txt). While domestic bribery had always been considered illegal, foreign bribes were not. Hence, in an attempt to resurrect public confidence in the integrity of the American business system and to uphold the image of corporate America, Congress began the unprecedented task of introducing the foreign anti-bribery legislation in the United States. No. 95-640). The Act was designed to prohibit bribing foreign officials, foreign political parties and candidates for foreign political office. Of the two approaches considered for countering bribery of foreign officials, the first was to legalize the payments by requiring public disclosure and imposing criminal penalties for failure to do so. While the second approach, which was eventually agreed-upon, was to outlaw these payoffs with criminal sanctions.
Additionally, it recommended that the Securities and Exchange Commission continue to retain investigative jurisdiction, on companies within its purview, with respect to prohibitions against corrupt payments. The provisions introduced by the Convention addressed 13 categories. While Article 1 addressed the primary issue of bribing a foreign public official, Articles 2 through 6 provided guidance with respect to the responsibility of legal persons, sanctions, jurisdiction and enforcement. Similar to the U.S. FCPA, additional provisions of the Convention addressed requirements for monitoring money laundering and a corporation's requirement for strict internal controls and independent external auditing. Finally, it also recommended the establishment of an independent agency for monitoring implementation and for further follow-up. Accordingly, a
Working Group was set up to help monitor compliance with the Convention as well as to measure progress in implementation of Convention provisions amongst member countries. The monitoring process was subdivided into two phases, Phase 1 would involve an assessment of a country's conformity with anti-bribery laws domestically while Phase 2 sought to address compliance with the foreign public offi cial anti-bribery laws.
Presently, 37 countries have ratifi ed the OECD Anti-Bribery Convention. While 30 of these are OECD members, seven are non-OECD countries. These non-members are participants in the Working Group on Bribery and have willingly adopted the ratification of the Convention. In 2007, South Africa became the 37 th country and the 7 th non-member and the most recent signatory of the Convention. The 37 countries that have ratified the convention are shown in Table 1 . 
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CORRUPTION INDICES
Corruption and bribery continue to remain serious challenges to effective free market trade globally.
Effective enactment of anti-bribery and anti-corruption initiatives hence continues to remain paramount. Several independent agencies have attempted to· measure corruption and bribery worldwide. While the methodology employed by each agency in rating these corruption parameters differs, a comparative analysis of fi ndings from multiple sources provides a generalized overview as to the effectiveness of measures undertaken within the OECD countries. Most indices use multiple data sources, with some using as many as 33 data sources. As a result, a variation in data from one data source or a change in methodology or confidence intervals used for data aggregation can lead to changes in the rankings. Hence, a yearly comparison of scores may not yield accurate results.
Some of the prominent anti-corruption and anti-bribery rankings available to the public for free are those by the Transparency International, the World Bank, Global Integrity and Freedom House. Statistical data available from these sources has been used for the purpose of this paper. providing additional infonnation regarding these publications is shown in Table 2 . We have compared the rankings of five indices that are freely available to the public: namely, the Corruption Perception Index, Bribe Payers Index, Global Integrity Index, Nations in Transit Index and Control of Corruption Index. We have compared the perfonnance of OECD member and non-member countries against those presently not affi liated with the Convention.
Transparency International
Transparency International (TI) is a not-for-profi t and non-partisan organization. It was founded in 1993
and was aimed at increasing public awareness about corruption globally. Other than regional chapters, it also has several local chapters globally. It has helped establish various statistical benchmarks for the measurement of corruption including the Corruption Perception Index (CPI), the Bribe Payers Index (BPI), the Global Corruption Barometer (GCB) and the Global Corruption Report(GCR). While the GCB and the GCR are a qualitative study of corruption, the CPI and the BPI use quantitative measures and have evolved into an effective tool for comparative analysis. 9.6-9.7 ;' 9.6 9.4 ,'" " , , '
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8 4 6.7 6.5 9.6 9.6 9.4 7.5 7. comparative scores and rankings for 41 countries, including both DECD member and non-member countries. TI has consistently increased its coverage over the years and the latest CPI index includes data for 180 countries. For the purpose of measurement, it uses sur V eys on both resident and non-resident business people and country analysts.
The 2007 index included data from 14 different surveys and uses a two-year average score methodology in order to reduce impact due to changes caused by random effects. While a change in absolute score may not be indicative of an improvement or a deterioration of actual performance, comparative evaluation amongst member countries provides valuable insight. Table 3 provides individual country scores since 1995:
As can be observed, Denmark, Finland and New Zealand have out-performed the rest and are consistently ranked within the top three. Meanwhile Argentina, Brazil, Mexico and Turkey make up the bottom 10%. Among non-DECD members, Singapore is the only country to ftgure within the top 10% with scores ranging from 9. 1 -9.4.
Bribe Payers Index
The 3:9-4.1 "eI t; . " The index rankings are based on surveys conducted in 15 of emerging economies conducting trade with multinational firms incorporated or headquartered in 21 leading exporting countries, those that collectively constitute the largest net total of global exports. The survey relates to the propensity of companies from these developed exporting countries to bribe public officials in the emerging markets. Since the survey is used only on a finite number of countries satisfying these criterion, rankings for all OECD member countries is not available.
Thus, the index helps evaluate the supply side of bribery. The first BPI was published in 1999 and contained rankings for 19 countries, while the most current index published in 2006 expanded coverage and now includes rankings for 30 countries. However, only 18 are members of the OECD Convention. The BPI consequently differs from the CPI since it seeks to measure bribe paid while conducting business overseas while the CPI attempts to measure the level of corruption perceived to exist domestically. The BPI through its survey has concluded that most countries perform better within OECD countries than in non-OECD emerging economies.
As is evident from L._ l4L_.
Global Integrity
Global Integrity is an independent not-for-profit non-governmental international information provider. It was founded in 1999 and has helped establish the Global Integrity Index (GIl), a quantitative index with individual country ratings. The GIl currently provides data for the years 2004 , 2006 and 2007 (Global Integrity Index 2007 http://report.globalintegrity.org/globalIndex.cfm). It uses an average of 300 data sources to arrive at its ratings, which analyze the corruption environment within a country. The organization also publishes the Global Integrity
Report, a qualitative analysis of governance and anti-corruption trends worldwide. Based on the data gathered for
2007, it has concluded that the US, Canada, France, Japan and Italy -countries tracked by it and also OECD member countries, continue to be plagued with corruption similar to those of developing countries due to poor regulation over political financing.
While the index includes 48 countries, it has attempted to maintain a geographical balance by including countries within all sub-continents. It includes 12 from Sub-Saharan Africa, 4 from East and Southeast Asia, 3 from Pacific, 13 from Europe, 6 from Latin America, 4 from Middle East and North Africa, 11 from South and Central Asia and 2 from North America. It has thus maintained a regional diversification. Of these 48 countries, 35 percent are ranked as free, 47 percent as partly free and 18 percent as not free with respect to civil liberties and basic freedom. The index has tried to maintain this ratio of freedom and hence the composition of countries comprising the index has changed yearly. Hence scores for some countries is not available for all years. Additionally, since a vast majority of OECD members are European countries and given that only 13 from that region have been included in this index, only 7 European OECD countries are present in the Global Integrity Index. Altogether, only 14 OECD Convention members are in the entire index.
The index itself ranks the countries based on three main parameters -legal framework within each country, actual implementation and the implementation gap. This assigned score is an aggregation of integrity indicators, which are organized into 6 governance categories, including public information and media, elections, government accountability, administration and civil service, oversight and regulation, and anti-corruption and rule of law. These 6 categories are further divided into 23 sub-categories. Anti-corruption and rule of law forms a major part of the index and comprises of the following four subcategories -analysis of the anti-corruption law, anti-corruption agency, rule of law and law enforcement. Since the inception of the index, Global Integrity has changed its methodology as well as the confidence interval used for data aggregation. Hence as noted earlier in this paper, a yearly comparison of scores might be inaccurate. However, the US scores were the highest for 2004 and 2006 while Egypt and Turkey scored poorly and are amongst the bottom two, as seen in Table 6 .
Freedom House
Freedom In addition to the statistical data, the index also provides a qualitative analysis such as country-wise and regional summaries in political and judicial refonns. The 7 OECD Convention members included in this index are otherwise amongst the lowest ranked in all other indices. In this index as well, they continue to perfonn worse than others in the region. Hence, most non OECD countries in the index fell within the top 10% of OECD members, while the remaining perfonned better than Slovenia, the lowest scorer OECD Convention member.
Comparisons With OECD Non-Member Countries
While most countries with a high anti-corruption ranking are members of the OECD and are thus subject to the provisions as prescribed by the OECD Anti-Bribery Convention, we have attempted to compare this perfonnance against non-members. We have used the 5 indices as mentioned above for the purpose of this study.
We have used two parameters for this purpose, (i) countries not affiliated with the convention with a score greater than the country with the lowest score within the top-ten members and (ii) non-affiliated countries with a score greater than the bottom-ten member countries.
It was observed that Singapore was the only country to consistently record a score within the top 10% in most indices. While there are host of countries that have scored above the bottom-l0%, some have been consistent Also, while the Freedom House Nations in Transit index is narrow in its coverage, it nevertheless provides a basis for regional comparisons. Romania, Latvia and Ukraine have reported scores of greater than the bottom 10%
in at least two of the five indices.
Tables 8 & Table 9 show a list of countries reporting scores within the top 10% or better than the lowest 10% in most indices on a consistent yearly basis:
This comparison shows that some countries, although not part of the OECD Convention, have implemented good anti-corruption laws and procedures. An inclusion of these countries within the OECD Convention would help further enhance co-operation and exchange of information between countries.
PHASE II OF THE OECD CONVENTION
During its Phase Two review of the implementation of the OECD regulations by member countries, the OECD has published country-wise findings (Country Reports on the Implementation of OECD Anti-Bribery
Convention and the Revised 1997 Recommendation: www .oecd.org). While some measures adopted are indicative of a progress in anti-corruption regulations, the review has found a few recurring problem areas that require additional attention.
Key amongst them remains the lack of liability for legal persons. Presently, while most countries have criminal and legal sanctions against natural persons, legal entities such as corporations cannot be held criminally liable for committing acts of foreign bribery. The OECD has found this to be a cause for procedural deficiency in investigation and prosecution. Both of these present potential challenges, especially for countries with a less than average score such as Argentina, Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Chile, Slovakia and Turkey. Additionally, the review found that while prosecution of domestic bribery cases has gained importance within the countries, a lack of awareness of foreign bribery offences, including tax deductibility of foreign bribes, within both private and public sectors continues to remain a challenge. In some instances this includes a lack of activity, policies and efforts by law enforcement agencies as well as the by the respective local government for e.g. Brazil, Czech· Republic, Chile, Estonia, Mexico, Poland, Slovakia, Turkey. The review commission also highlighted specific programs detrimental to the long-term fight against corruption (Country Reports on the Implementation of the OECD Anti-Bribery 
